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DETAILED ACTION 



Examiner acknowledges Applicant's Amendment filed 1 1/15/2005. 



Applicant's Amendment includes amended claims 1 and 4. 



Claims 1-1 1 are currently pending. 



Response to Arguments 



1. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 1-2, 4-5, and 7 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) have been considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection of 
independent claims 1 and 4. 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



3. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
6,798,767 to Alexander et al in view of U.S. Patent 6,731,625 to Eastep et al. 

Regarding claims 1 and 4, Alexander discloses the limitation of a receiver that receives a 
message sent via LAN by one of the telephone sets for requesting an IP address be allocated for 
the requesting telephone set in lines 20-23 of column 9. The receiver is inherently contained in 
the DHCP server; the server is implicit in the discussion of the use of DHCP. Alexander further 
discloses a control circuit that generates an ID and an extension of the requesting telephone sets 
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set in case the message for requesting the IP address is received in lines 26-29 of column 9. In 
this case, the case where multiple extensions are assigned is assumed; the first extension 
discloses the extension of the claims and the other extensions disclose the ID of the claims. 
Alexander implicitly discloses the IP address allocation circuit that allocates the IP address of the 
requesting telephone set in lines 20-23 of column 9; in order for the telephony device to get an IP 
address, one must be allocated. Alexander discloses the limitation of a table that stores an ID, an 
extension and the IP address in the combination of tables 4A and 4B and as described in lines 28- 
35 of column 9. Alexander further discloses the limitation of a notifying unit that notifies the 
requesting telephone sets set of the ID, the extension and the IP address for the requesting 
telephone set in lines 20-23 and 26-29 of column 9. Alexander further discloses the limitation of 
claim 4 that one of the telephone sets (telephony device) is provided with a transmitter that 
transmits via LAN a message for requesting an IP address be allocated for the requesting 
telephone set to the telephone controller in lines 20-23 of column 9. The transmitter is implicit 
in that it is required to request the IP address using DHCP. 

Alexander does not disclose expressly the limitation that the ID, extension, and the IP 
address are all stored in a single table. Alexander also does not disclose expressly the limitation 
(telephone controller) that the DHCP server is collocated with the call manager 26. However, at 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Alexander to locate the DHCP in the call manager 26 and to combine tables 4 A and 4B. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to reduce the overall cost of the system. In case of 
locating the DHCP server in the call manager, the system would cost less due to the reduction in 
the number of required network elements. In the case of combining the tables, less memory 
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would be required to store the information contained in the tables, as the device names would not 
have to be duplicated. 

Alexander, as modified above, further does not disclose expressly the limitation of claims 
1 and 4 that the ID comprises a domain name. Eastep discloses a directory service for allowing a 
caller to identify the IP address of a called party using a unique identifier (see lines 34-55 of 
column 83). Eastep discloses the use of an email address as an identifier and also indicates that 
any format can be used. By modifying one of the extensions assigned by Alexander to be an 
email address, the limitation that the ID is comprised of a domain name is disclosed. Alexander 
and Eastep are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor of IP telephony. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Alexander to assign an extension which is an email address. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow the use of a familiar identifier to uniquely identify the user as implied 
by Eastep in the passage cited above. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Eastep 
with Alexander for the benefit of a familiar identifier to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 1 and 4. 

Regarding claims 2 and 5, with the parent claims 1 and 4 addressed as above, Alexander 
discloses in lines 20-25 of column 9 the limitation that wherein the requesting telephone has a 
user name (MAC address) and when the extension or the user name (it is well known that the 
MAC address is included in the DHCP request) of the requesting telephone is included in the 
message for requesting the IP address, and the control circuit generates its the ID for the 
requesting telephone set based on the extension or the user name (the MAC address and the 
associated device name is sent to the call manager in a registration message and the ID (the 
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second assigned extension) is generated based on this registration and thus based on the user 
name. 

Regarding claims 3 and 6, the combination of Alexander and Eastep discussed above 
discloses a directory service for allowing a caller to identify the IP address of a called party using 
a unique identifier (see lines 34-55 of column 83 of Eastep). Eastep discloses the use of an email 
address as an identifier and also indicates that any format can be used. By modifying one of the 
extensions assigned by Alexander to be an email address, the limitation of claim 3 that the ID is 
composed of a domain name, extension and user name is disclosed. 

Regarding claim 7, with parent claim 4 addressed as above, Alexander discloses the 
limitation that the telephone controller in case a connection request message is sent from one of 
the telephone sets, the control circuit acquires an IP address corresponding to ID by retrieving 
the table using the m included in the connection request message and notifies a telephone set to 
which the IP address is allocated of call incoming in elements 200-204 of Figure 5. 

Regarding claims 8 and 9, with parent claims 1 and 4 addressed as above, Alexander 
discloses the limitation that a user who is not required to have knowledge of IP and LAN 
connects the requesting telephone set to the LAN and the requesting telephone set automatically 
acquires an ID, an IP address and an extension for the requesting telephone set in lines 20-23 and 
26-29 of column 9. It is well known in the art that DHCP (Dynamic Host Configuration 
Protocol) is a means of automatically assigning an IP address to a host station from a server 
station. This requires the user to have no knowledge of IP or LAN technology and can happen 
without his knowledge. The same is true of the extension and ID as indicated in lines 26-29 of 
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column 9 which indicate the call manager sending the response to the telephony device without 
indicating that the user is actively involved in this transaction. 

Regarding claims 10 and 11, with parent claims 1 and 4 addressed as above, Alexander 
discloses the limitation that different user names are assigned to the extension in Figure 4A 
which shows extension 1002 assigned to user phone2 and phone3. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 571-272-3169. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Thursday from 6:30-5:00 Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached on 571-272-3174. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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